INTRODUCTION
Social capital usually refers to the ability that an agent has to obtain profits from its network of contacts (Portes 1998) . It provides a greater basis for relations between individuals and/or organizations, which includes aspects relating to shared norms, trust or participation in the achievement of common aims (Aghamirzaee et al. 2014) . In this sense, a company can generate value by improving its competitiveness and its business results through the establishment of a network of strategic relationships (Blasco et al. 2010; Wang and Chen 2016) .
The term social capital has acquired a profound relevance in multiple areas of study spanning the social sciences (e.g.: sociology, economic, political science, business, etcetera) throughout the last three decades (Blasco et al. 2010) , both in its theoretical aspects as in its applied aspects (Gallo and Garrido 2009) . On this matter, numerous researchers in the field of strategic management have recognized social capital as being a key element for companies, due to its contribution to the creation of competitive advantages (e.g., Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Tsai and Ghoshal 1998; Adler and Kwon 2002; García and Parra 2008; Blasco et al. 2010; Wang and Chen 2016) .
The academic literature related to social capital has experienced considerable growth in several disciplines and thematic areas since its inception in the 1980s, including Strategic Management. However, the lack of consensus among many researchers in this area is evident, both in their conceptualisation and in the measurement of its dimensions or their positive or negative effects on other variables (Gallo and Garrido 2009) .
The present research paper shows the strategic importance of social capital from a theoretical point of view by focusing on the various positive aspects attributed to it, and taking as a reference point the research of Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) as being one of the most complete and widely accepted perspectives of the literature on this construct. Although a branch of the literature indicates that social capital can also present some relevant disadvantages with regard to organizational inertia, resistance to change and a decline in the transmission of new ideas (Inkpen and Tsang 2005) , this research follows the line of those that consider it as a resource that can enable the generation of sustainable competitive advantages in companies (see e.g. Gulati et al. 2000) . Accordingly, first, a review is made of those works that have carried out an empirical study of the relationships between social capital and different types of organizational-type results, linked to knowledge or related to innovation. As regards the selection of works, it was taken into account if these were included in publications with a high impact index, taking as a reference the Journal Citation Reports (JCR) quality index. Second, a review presents different theoretical links found between social capital and the main approaches to strategic management. These theoretical approaches are basically the Intellectual Capital-based view, the Knowledge-based view, the Resource-based view and the Dynamic Capabilities-based view, always understanding that the scope encompassed by social capital is a very broad one and incorporates its own aspects and others that come from other disciplines related to the Social Sciences.
In this sense, it is considered that social capital is nourished by certain aspects of these perspectives that basically explain the creation of value from the acquisition/development/ construction of resources, assets, capabilities or unique and valuable knowledge. In this way, social capital may enable access to these resources, even when these are outside of the limits of the organization and then the competitive advantage of a company can come from the combination of the internal and external fields covered by this concept.
The research paper is structured as follows. In the first place, the research will be contextualized, justifying the choice of the definition and dimensions of the social capital that were adopted. Then, the most important strategic implications of its application will be reviewed, bearing in mind research work that has approached this topic from an empirical point of view. To conclude, those aspects of social capital that are linked to some of the main theories on Strategic Management will be analysed.
SOCIAL CAPITAL: CONCEPT AND DIMENSIONS
The Social capital notion was initially used to describe the relational resources included in cross-personal links useful for encouraging the development of individuals in organised social communities (Jacobs 1961; Loury 1977) . Social capital theory has been exclusively applied to human beings and their "environment", until a few years ago (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992) . However, its study has been extended to the corporate field, considering firms as economic agents within their surrounding social structure (Moran and Ghoshal 1996) . In this field, social capital definitions are very similar, although some nuances enable their differentiation and classification into three different approaches: internal, external and neutral (Adler and Kwon 2002; Delgado et al. 2011) . At the same time, this distinction enables the concept be considered for analysis on different levels: individual or group (intra-organizational), and inter-firm (inter-organizational).
Considering the internal approach, social capital is principally developed through links between company's agents -shareholders, employees, executives, etcetera-or groups -strategic business units, divisions, departments, etcetera-, which have common problems and interests (community), thereby facilitating the search for the resolution of such problems (Adler and Kwon 2002) . This kind of social capital is shared by, and available to, all groups of firms and individuals (Leana and Pil 2006) . Furthermore, from an external point of view, social capital is understood as being the set of direct and indirect relationships that an actor has with others actors, outside of the established bounds of the organizational community (Adler and Kwon 2002) . According to Lesser (2000) , external social capital is the set of relationships that a firm has with other agents when occupying a specific position on its business environment, thus allowing it to identify and transfer valuable resources beyond its borders. Moreover, such relationships can be both formal and informal (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Bolino et al. 2002; Zheng 2010; Martín-Rios and Septiem 2013) , depending on whether there exists a contractual agreement as origin of the exchange (Granovetter 1992; Uzzi 1997) .
Finally, the neutral perspective gathers in the same approach the internal and external social capital perspectives (Loury 1992; Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Adler and Kwon 2002; Delgado et al. 2011 ). Adler and Kwon (2002) point out that the differences between the internal and external approach are frequently a matter of focus, with neither of them being mutually exclusive. In that sense, company behaviour is influenced by both its external links with other agents and its internal links structure. Therefore, the differences regarding property, use and benefits derived from social capital will be defined by the reasons why a firm designs a specific configuration of both types of social capital and by its community bounds (Blasco et al. 2010) .
This research paper considers that Nahapiet and Ghoshal's (1998) approach, which has been described as neutral (Adler and Kwon 2002) , is the most complete to explain the social capital construct. In recent years, their consideration of social capital has been the most widely accepted to explain from a strategic point of view the way that resources and capabilities are strategically exchanged between agents in a network. On the one hand, it allows social capital to be identified as a multidimensional construct that consolidates the value creation by resources and capabilities exchange between the different agents who are part of the same network. On the other hand, it makes it possible to consider a company's relationships with agents beyond its organizational borders -inter-organizational social capital-and the links between its members -intra-organizational social capital-. Hence, social capital is established as "the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived from the network of relationships possessed by an individual or social unit" (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998, p. 243) .
In addition, the dimensions suggested by these authors -structural, relational and cognitive-seems to summarise all the aspects that underpin social capital as a valuable resource to firms because it is capable of providing rents, both Ricardian (those that are gained because of the possession or control of unique resources), and specifically relational (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998). Consequently, this is the most commonly used dimensional differentiation in social capital literature (Zheng 2010; Hsu and Hung 2013) for the purposes of examining its impact on issues such as organizational results (Leana and Pil 2006; Andrews 2010; Hsu and Hung 2013) , knowledge acquisition and transfer (Presutti et al. 2007; Preston et al. 2017) or innovation (Tsai and Ghoshal 1998; Zheng 2010; Delgado et al. 2011) .
Structural dimension represents the global combination of an agent's relationships in a network (Granovetter 1992; Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998) , and is defined by all the interaction features, which appear between each agent present in the network (Burt 1992) . For this dimension, network density, stability over time, and the type of agent connection in terms of more or less strength, frequency and closeness are very important (Inkpen and Tsang 2005) .
Furthermore, the relational dimension is related to the assets arising from the relation and interaction themselves, such as trust or integrity. The positive interactions between individuals or organizations over time as sources of social capital, are considered in this dimension (Lesser 2000) . In that sense, the relational dimension is, on the one hand, based on general reciprocity rules (Putnam 1993) , whereby an agent will do something for another according to a future return expectative. On the other hand, obligations are also an important aspect in this dimension, understood as the commitment or duty to undertake some activity in the future when a relationships is based on trust (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998) .
Lastly, the cognitive dimension refers to shared codes that ease the mutual understanding of goals and behaviours in a social system (Tsai and Ghoshal 1998; Blasco et al. 2010) . It has its origin in the agents' ability to develop a common language that allows an effective knowledge exchange (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998) . The main aspects for defining this dimension are common goals and shared culture. According to Inkpen and Tsang (2005) , common goals act as mechanisms for union, representing the degree to which network members share common understanding and shared visions. Furthermore, shared culture represents the rules system and the institutional standards that indicate a suitable behaviour for the network (Gulati et al. 2000; Inkpen and Tsan 2005) .
Once the research theoretical position regarding social capital and its dimensions has been established, a wide range of empirical studies that highlight its strategic relevance as a source of competitive advantages will be reviewed.
RESULTS FROM THE STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT OF SOCIAL CAPITAL
Several studies have shown the influence of organizational social capital on a number of different types of variables, such as business performance -e.g. performance indicators, economic growth indicators, market share or increased sales-, diverse fields of knowledge management -e.g. knowledge identification, acquisition or transfer-, or innovation capability and results -e.g. new technologies generation-.
Regarding the business performance variable, the reviewed literature supports the relationship between social capital and different organizational outputs (e.g., Andrews 2010; Hsu and Hung 2013; Wang and Chen 2016, Bellavitis et al. 2017) . For instance, Hsu and Hung (2013) , in an information system development context, conclude that each social capital dimension -structural, relational and cognitive-, and their peer interaction, have a positive impact on both performance and systems development processes. Similarly, Wang and Chen (2016) show different influences that diverse network structures have on the business performance of start-ups, measured through their annual sales. Table 1 provides a summary of some of the studies reviewed that have evaluated this relationship along with their conclusions. Conclusions: Being a member of a cohesive network improves business performance of younger capital risk companies. However, once they move to maturity, having a position in an structural-hole network is associated with a greater performance Source: Prepared by the authors.
Moreover, social capital researchers have identified knowledge access as a key benefit arising from its management (Inkpen and Tsang 2005) . Social capital thus enables organizations to harness knowledge, sometimes tacit, from their network agents (Yli-Renko et al. 2001) , and improves their ability to recognise and evaluate that knowledge (Dyer and Singh 1998; Smith et al. 2005) . Similarly, it eases knowledge acquisition (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Adler and Kwon 2002; Parra et al. 2010) , and its transfer both within (Maurer et al. 2011 ) and outside the organizational bounders (Lefebvrea et al. 2016; Preston et al. 2017) . Moreover, social capital increases the opportunity to assimilate, transform and exploit knowledge effectively (Ebers and Maurer 2014) . In this sense, many empirical studies have shown the relationship between organizational social capital and various as-pects related to both knowledge management and the knowledge absorption process. Table  2 summarises the main aspects included in some of these investigations. 
Conclusions:
The dependency between a customer's relational ties and their main supplier, and specific knowledge acquisition has an inverted U-shape. Similarly, the U curvature is most pronounced the more specific the knowledge is Finally, with regard to innovation, the social capital approach has an interesting perception on how the effects of inter and intra-organizational relationships on this variable can be explained (Subramaniam and Youndt 2005; Zheng 2010) , in terms of change extent, novelty, or innovation abilities development (Gatignon et al. 2002) . In this regard, social capital literature suggests that, in addition to the number links and the network structure, a level of commitment, cohesion, trust (Adler and Kwon 2002; Mu et al. 2008) , behavioural rules and shared goals (Doh and Acs 2010; Alarcón et al. 2014) in organizational relationships are also necessary in order to be innovative. Consequently, relationships with other agents are an essential factor for innovation processes, facilitating access to new sources of value creation through the acquisition of new resources based on knowledge, and their integration and combination with the company's own resources by means of its absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal 1990; Moran and Ghoshal 1996) . Several studies have shown the influence of social capital on innovation. Some of the most relevant are reflected in Table 3 , according to their publication impact factor. 
The three social capital dimensions have a significant positive effect on product innovation development. However, results show that shared vision (cognitive dimension) has a higher impact and explanatory power on that variable 
SOCIAL CAPITAL AND INTERNAL APPROACHES TO STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT
In the previous sections it has been explained that organizational social capital (OSC) is a well-known concept that has been studied in different disciplines (e.g., organizational learning, networks studies, organizational behaviour, knowledge management) and it can be understood from diverse perspectives -internal, external, neutral-, different levels of analysis -individual, groups, inter-firm- (Tsai and Ghoshal 1998; Adler and Kwon 2002; Molina 2008) . Moreover, as a theoretical approach, it shares and is nurtured by several aspects of perspectives linked to the Strategic Management discipline, such as the Intellectual Capital view of the firm, the Knowledge-based view of the firm, the Resource-based view of the firm or the Dynamic Capabilities view of the firm. All these approaches basically explain the value creation of firms from the acquisition/development/building of resources, capabilities, assets or unique knowledge, when they are considered as valuable and unique from an internal perspective. Finally, the theoretical links between social capital and each of these theoretical approaches are explained in this paper.
Social Capital and the Intellectual Capital view of the firm
Social capital is the sum of the current and potential resources embedded in, available through and derived from the network of relationships, both internal and external, possessed by an individual or a social entity (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Adler and Kwon 2002) . This conceptualization of social capital is similar to that of relational capital, which is a component of the so-called intellectual capital. This is the set of intangible assets of a firm, including elements related to relational, human and organizational aspects (Reed et al. 2006) . Specifically, relational capital refers to intangible assets derived from relationships between a firm and its stakeholders, both internal (e.g., employees, shareholders, managers) and external (e.g., customers, investors, suppliers, communities). In general, they are resources and capabilities acquired, created, and developed by a firm resulting from relationships at an individual level (e.g., between employees), group level (e.g., between departments or business units), or organizational level (e.g., between a firm and other agents). Bueno et al. (2000; showed the evolution of three main models of intellectual capital generally accepted by academia, with the aim of clarifying the position of social/ relational capital in intellectual capital theories: (1) the Skandia model (Edvinsson and Malone 1997) ; (2) the Intellect model (Euroforum 1998) ; and (3) the KMCI (Knowledge Management Consortium International) model. They indicate that the Skandia model follows a more restrictive approach than the other models as it only considers business relationships between agents. In order to overcome this restriction, the Intellect model understands relational capital as being the total value of the array of relationships between the firm and its environment. Nevertheless, it is observed a prominence of indicators concerning relationships with customers, although other aspects such as reputation, strategic alliances, relations with suppliers and links with other agents are also considered by the model. Finally, the KMCI model considers approaches developed by authors such as Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998), Prusak (1998) , Lesser (2000) or Cohen and Prusak (2001) , who either revise the concept of relational capital, or replace the concept of relational by social capital.
Specifically, the KMCI model divides relational capital into three categories: (1) intra-social capital; (2) inter-social capital; and (3) social innovation capital. Intra-social capital refers to personal relationships in the firm, established in communities (virtual or physical) that are characterized by relations of an internal nature, and expressing the concept of the organization as community of communities (e.g., Lesser and Prusak 1999; Lesser and Cothrel 2001) . Inter-social capital refers to basic relationships of the company with its customers and shareholders. Finally, innovation social capital includes a set of processes and relations that guide the dynamism of the innovative function and that provide the firm with flexibility and capabilities to develop competitive advantages (Bueno et al. 2004, p. 561) .
Moreover, the understanding of social/relational capital under the perspective of intellectual capital requires the consideration of the existing links with the remaining elements that integrate the capital intellectual construct (Valverde et al. 2008) . Relational capital may thus positively influence the development of human capital (attitudes, abilities, experiences and mental models of members of the organization) and organizational capital (knowledge that is created by, and stored in, systems and technological processes of a company). The productive potential of relational capital is based on its capacity to stimulate human resources productivity, as it provides information benefits, or to improve the capacity to generate new applications from the existing knowledge of a firm (Kogut and Zander 1992) . In this sense, Subramaniam and Youndt (2005) demonstrated empirically the existence of positive complementarities between relational capital and human and organizational capital. The most noteworthy result of their research was that relational and organizational capital complementarity led to a higher level of development of radical innovation capabilities. Similarly, Reed et al. (2006) tested the hypothesis of relational capital being a complementary resource for human and organizational capital, asserting that the embedded knowledge in internal and external relationships can benefit the rest of the components of intellectual capital and improve the financial performance of the firm (Reed et al. 2006, p. 869) .
Social Capital and the Knowledge-based view of the firm
Social capital has also a relevant role in the knowledge-based view of the firm, as it is basically a knowledge-based asset. The Strategic Management literature broadly recognises knowledge as the most prominent resource in the achievement of competitive advantages of all those that a firm can possess or control (Grant 2002) .
Authors such as Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) state that the most valuable knowledge is embedded in social relations. Hence, if organizations develop high levels of social capital, they will be able to facilitate knowledge development by means of sharing and combining this social capital, and thereby contribute to value generation (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998; Tsai and Ghoshal 1998) . Furthermore, and from a relational point of view, an organization can create value from generating routines oriented to knowledge sharing with other agents, particularly those which are difficult to imitate or substitute (Dyer and Singh 1998) . Moreover, the more developed the social capital of a firm is, the greater is its capacity to access external resources to improve its competitiveness and thus its possibilities of survival (Li 2007) .
From a different perspective, and considering the ontological dimension of knowledge they appear to refer to shared codes and values, common communication languages, and so forth (Foss 1996) . Such principles would facilitate knowledge transfer form an inter-organizational point of view in a network, as they act as mechanisms by which it is possible to codify technologies into an accessible language to benefit a wider circle of individuals (Kogut and Zander 1992, p. 389-390) .
Social Capital and the Resource-based view
The Knowledge based-view could be considered as an extension of the Resource-based view, as knowledge is an intangible resource linked to a firm's competitive advantage (Verde et al. 2008) . In this perspective, human and other intangible assets such as technology gain particular relevance (Itami and Roehl 1987; Hall 1993) , along with those related to organizational social capital, such as communication and collaborative capabilities, reputation, or culture. Hence, several authors have tried to conceptualize social capital as a set of resources embedded in a firm's relationships (e.g., Loury 1977; Burt 1992) . Similarly, Li et al. (2008) suggest that social capital theories may be suitable to understand the usefulness of resources that a company can obtain beyond its organizational limits, especially those based on network approaches.
External relationships can allow a firm to obtain resources in order to gain advantageous positions with respect to competitors (Dyer and Singh 1998; Helfat and Peteraf 2003) , although the traditional notion of resources and capabilities as conceived in the literature focuses on the internal aspects of a firm. It should also be considered that social capital can be operationalized and contextualized by specifying different levels of analysis (e.g., individual, group, inter-organizational) (Tsai and Ghoshal 1998) . Following Li et al. (2008) and Granovetter (1985; , two interrelated perspectives can be used to explain how social capital permits a firm to accumulate valuable resources possessed by other agents, the relational and the structural perspectives of social capital. The main aspects of these perspectives are summarized in Table 4 .
On the one hand, the relational perspective considers social capital as an embedded resource in a firm's relationships network (Granovetter 1992) . It focuses on the relational aspects of networks and considers the use of interpersonal relationships as being a form of social capital (Lin 2001) . In this sense, the relational perspective analyses a company's capabilities to take advantage of dyadic relationships with other agents to obtain specific relational rents (Dyer and Singh 1998; Kale et al. 2000) . A relationship between two companies thus builds specific relational capital (Dyer and Singh 1998; Kale et al. 2000) , through which the access to real resources such as technology, or to virtual resources such as social status is facilitated (Li et al. 2008) .
On the other hand, the structural perspective stresses the importance of the relative position of firms in a social structure, which enables them to obtain benefits in terms of information (Coleman 1988; Burt 1992; Uzzi 1997) . The characteristics of a network structure depend on the density of the relationships established between the direct contacts of a firm. (Li et al. 2008) , being the structural root the expression used to describe the structure of the social network (Granovetter 1992; Gulati 1998) . A firm's position in the network allows it to access external resources which, by definition, are not sources of competitive advantage as they are easily transferred between firms (Schoemaker and Amit 1993) . In this case, it is its ability to identify, acquire, integrate and apply resources which enables the firm to generate competitive advantages (Adler and Kwon 2002) .
Therefore, social capital is a knowledge-based resource that is generated by a firm from interactions with other agents and permits companies to obtain relational rents by means of the development of valuable, scarce routines which are difficult to imitate or substitute. Additionally, these routines allow the firm to access resources and capabilities of external agents (Dyer and Singh 1998) . This second mechanism to generate a competitive advantage is based on the notion of absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal 1990) . Both perspectives (structural and relational) establish alternative and complementary ways to achieve and sustain competitive advantages and thus, economic rents based on social capital. 
Social Capital and the Dynamic Capabilities-based view
A noteworthy idea regarding the strategic exploitation of social capital is based on its management over time as a consequence of a continuous search for new business opportunities (Verde et al. 2008 ). This idea is linked to the Dynamic Capabilities-based view of competitive advantages (see e.g., Teece et al. 1997; Eisenhardt and Martin 2000; Winter 2003; Newbert 2005) , which focuses on high-order capabilities (Winter 2003 ) that allow a firm to be able to integrate, build and reconfigure positions of resources, competencies and routines to face environments subjected to continuous change (Teece et al. 1997, Eisenhardt and Martin 2000) .
Dynamic capabilities depend on specific assets controlled by a firm, which are eventually responsible for value creation (Teece et al. 1997) . Onn the one hand, intangible assets such as brand and reputation can be considered, which are linked to the relational dimension of social capital. These assets could be understood as kinds of indicators for the current firm position and its future behaviour (Donate 2007) . On the other hand, there are structural elements referring to both the internal structure of the relations in the firm -formal and informal-and its networks of external relationships linked to the firm's hierarchy, a firm's level of flexibility, or the integration of activities, among others (Teece et al. 1997) .
It could thus be concluded that social capital contains elements that may facilitate the development of specific dynamic capabilities, such as those linked to the identification and acquisition of external knowledge. Accordingly, capabilities used to locate and acquire resources within the network might be considered as dynamic capabilities, as they allow a firm to integrate a wide range of resources and expertise into its existing knowledge pool to apply them productively via innovation (Grant 1996a) . Economic rents will thus arise when a company, by means of the identification, acquisition and integration of such new knowledge, is able to quickly respond to environmental change (Teece et al. 1997) . At the same time, these capabilities will allow a firm to enjoy a temporary monopolistic position, which will eventually disappear due to the imitative effect of its competitors (Schumpeter 1934) .
CONCLUSIONS
The multitude of disciplines and standpoints from which the concept of social capital has been addressed is reflected in the lack of consensus on its definition and dimensions. This research has undertaken the task of developing a review of the way this concept has been considered in the field of organizational studies. From this review, this paper is positioned around the neutral approach to social capital, by adopting the definition proposed by Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) and its dimensional disaggregation, since it enables both the intra-and inter-organizational analysis of the concept.
The main objective of this research has thus been to highlight the importance of organizational social capital from a strategic point of view. In this sense, the review of empirical studies has allowed us to confirm that it is possible for companies to use their social capital, both internally and externally to generate value and improve their results and competitiveness. Similarly, the study has confirmed that the theoretical development of social capital is supported by contributions adapted from other theoretical approaches linked to Strategic Management, such as the Approach based on Intellectual Capital, the Knowledge-based Approach, the Resource-based Approach, and the Approach based on Dynamic Capacities.
From the Intellectual Capital-based view, this paper has found similarities between the so-called relational capital within this discipline and the concept of social capital, even though some of the main models of intellectual capital have been established following the perspectives provided by different researchers in that field.
Similarly, in relation to the Knowledge-based view, the study has shown that social capital is an asset that is generated from knowledge that is present in social relationships. Furthermore, language and shared codes stand out as cognitive aspects of social capital from the ontological dimension of this approach, which would also constitute facilitators of the transfer of knowledge, both inter and intra-organizational level.
Similarly, considering the Resource-based view and taking into account that social capital can be operationalized by different levels of analysis, it has been observed that the resources related to organizational social capital are especially relevant because they allow companies both to generate valuable resources of their own and to gain access to valuable resources of other organizations.
Finally, social capital also contains elements of a relational type that could facilitate the generation of certain dynamic capacities, such as capacities linked to the identification and acquisition of external knowledge, which would allow companies to innovate through adaptation to an increasingly complex and constantly changing competitive environment.
Therefore, it can be concluded that social capital is a resource based on knowledge, which could provide access to other internal or external organizational resources. These resources, used in combination, could constitute sources of competitive advantage and creation of value for companies. Nevertheless, this research is only a preliminary step in the configuration of a comprehensive theoretical framework of each and every one of these disciplines. This first step enables to ascertain that the value creation of a company may be generated through the combination of internal and external areas of organizational social capital. Consequently, future research should be aimed at clarifying and delving further into the different strategic links which unite these approaches, as well as considering their extension to other disciplines of the Social Sciences.
